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environment are assessed: the social structure and the students’ 
perception of the institution's akility to facilitate the attainment — 

of personal: goals. The joint effects of family background, family — 
socialization,,and experiences at college on career choices are 

Dibra examined. Data: were compiled from several national ‘surveys. of 
students aid faculty in Aserican colleges and universities 
Undergraduates from 72 different institutions and majoring in either 


English, mathematics, history,, oF political science were surveyed. .,. an 


‘The academic department is viewed .as an importart inflyence on both 
- faculty and students... Multiple regression analyses are provided for - 
-@ach major field by sex with prestige of upper divisicn career choice 
-as the dependent variable. Results indicate that the single most \' 
important predictor of career prestige aspiraticns was the prestige 
| -O£ the occupation to, which upper division undergraduates aspired - at 
—rsentrance to college as freshen. Faculty seemed to be scre = 
influential with respect — to’ studeats' values than career aspdrations. 
_ The. resultg indicate the isportance of examining ccnceptually def ined " 
crganizational units when or nele college impacts. on career. : 
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a ABSTRACT } 
Me a é md ae i : id 2 > ‘te - 
The purpose of. the present. study Is to assess the innsers! 56 


selected aspects of the collegiate experience. ‘on: changes In 
undergraduates occupational preferences and personal. goals. ole study 


' focuses on two general. aspects. of the student's participation ‘na. four- 


| year college or university environment; the sovial structure, 


ian its normative aspect as defined by "the orientations of 
faculty and- Students: toward the purposes | ‘of a college education; and the. 
individyat 7 perceptions. of the institution's capacity for 


aia thefattal nment ‘of personal goals. ~ & 


a \ 


“K departure from much of the existing rebearch on col lege 
ne Is that close attention Is patd ‘to the concom istant Influences of | 
& 4 
parental. social Ization that S Ae ents “throughout the student's college | 


days. The research assesses fhe extent to which col lege wef fects on 


: istudents! occupational ortentat ions and preferences are: mediated by - 


« 


ea 
e ‘ id 


pardntal social Tgation and parent-child rafationships mot ntained, ‘tn 


many instances, through. continued contacts with parents during — lege. ; 


The ‘present research foctses on co | legiate impact On. 
occupattona | matgers, and, more general ty, on social lzation: in 
“ organizations,” On one level, it deals with” situat tonal and. Individual 
developmental! constraints an. the choices. made by participants In an 
organizational env ironmént. en: ‘another level, It explores a set of. 
-soctal.lzation processes, concentrating largely on the Impact of 
_ normative contexts and Intterpérsonal relations. ameng an organization's’ 
5 Mlomber s« Since’ the. student usually takes more courses In the major than 


In any other field; the academic department is. an important locus | for. 


‘the. nermative Influences of both faculty. and - peers. The study 


. _ Investigates the Joint impacts of’ fad ‘the: normative influences exerted 


by departmental faculty and‘ peers, | (b) the percept fons held by students 
concerntig var lous ‘sal lent aspects of thelr ‘col leglate experlence, and 


*{c) the persisting impacts of parental soctal fzation during col lege, : 


Bi - | dospltigent luences brought to. bear upon students by participation In the 


' ‘a i 


more Anmed ate. campus, séclal structure. . 


The study is a secondary analysis of both faculty and ‘student 
a iis the 1969 ACE nea: National’ Survey of bidners Education. 


-_ 


ee 


» 


.v 


Four. academic: departments representative of the’ traditional liberal. arts 


“curr teulum were selected for. studys, English, mathematics, history, and 


polttical science.’ itipte regression analyses. are performed 


separately by major and sex with prestige of pper division | career 
cho lice as the: dependent variable. ” | . 


a 


The findings do not tend strong support tq “the emphases on 


. fam} ly impacts: in the conceptual framework. As anticipated, ‘the single — 


most important predictor” of career - prestige aspirations was the prestige 


of The occupation to. which these upper division undergraduates aspired 
at entrance. fo college as freshmen. | ‘Effects. of colleges (Selectivity. 


and major department environment), particularly. for female history 


— ‘majors, were striking. Faculty seemed to™be more influential with 
respect. To students! values than career aspirations. Grades also had 


significant positive effects. on career prestige aspirations; while 


extra-curricular attainment tended to have negative effects. _ Career | 
estrangement also had a negat Ive effect on aspirations. “Or fentat ions of 
— upper: divisian undergraduates toward becoming an expert ina field were 
positively related to career prestige aspirations, especially for women. ' 
| The results itlustrate the Importance of booking at conceptual ly defined 
organ} zational sub- units when studying college pene on. career 


yaspirationse  , 
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AN APPROACH TO THE STUDY OF UNDERGRADUATE CAREER DEVELOPMENT 


' The purpose of this study is to’ assess the impacts, of selected 


“aspects of the col legiate experience on changes Tn Undergraduates! 


octupational ‘preferences and. personal goals. OF, is conceived. rae the 
fradition of Newcomb's | (1943; Newcomb, et al.,°1967). Bennington Col lege” 


. : studies, the. Cornet | Values. Study (Rosenberg, 1957; Goldsen, et al et al. . 
: 1960), the col lege student surveys conducted by the American Council on 
Education, (Astin and Panos, 1969),. \and. the. National Opinion Research \ 7 

oe Center ee (Davis, 19653 Spaeth and Greéley, 1970) . 


* “1 foctis on’ two general aspects of: the undergraduate studenfts 


: “participation ina fodr-year college or university. environment - the 
- soctal structure, particularly ifs normative aspect, as defined by the 

" orientations of faculty and students toward the “purposes af ‘a col lege : 
‘education; and the individual student's. perceptions of the Institution! s 

- capacity for facilitating the attalnment of personal+ goats. The: latter: 


aspect of the college experience Is reflected TISSTEN things as 


7 satisfaction with col lege; +he indivdual's sense of soctal integration | 


into the campus environment, and assessments of the “exatent to- which 


cas A departure from much of the existing. research on college impact 

| is that | also pay close attention to the: concomitant influences of 
te parental social ization that are present thrdughout the student's col lege 
days. - 1 consider. specific aspects of parental socialization processes, 
“fotabl y those. reflected. In médes of parent- child relationships and 
| family. life style that contribute to adult deve lopment. An important — 
-alm of ‘the research. Is, to. investigate, the extent to which col. ie : 


effects on students! occupational or lentations and preferences 


‘medtated by parent-child relationships maintained, in many eee 
through continted contacts with parents during. the student's col tege - 


years: ee ae 3 
a r 


’ 


experiences within a particujar college have contributed to the = 
“attainment of desired personal ends (e. ge eon en training and 
_ personal growth) . . 


~ oo . 


e 


. The study is ‘Intended ta’ contribute | to. bostncch focusing’ ¢ on. 
col legiate impact ‘on’ ‘occupational matters and, ‘more. generally, on 
“soclabization, in ‘organizations. on one Level, Jam dealing with 
ch aoe cy and individual. developmental constraints on the cholces made ° 


by: participants ig an organizational environment. On another level, 4 


am exploring a set of social izafion | processes, concentrating largely on - 


_ the the, impact of ‘normative contexts and interpersonal relations among © 
“an organization's femberg.. “4 investigate ‘the joint impacts of Ca) the 
normative influences exerted by faculty and peers, (b). the perceptions 


held by students concerning var ious sal lent aspects of thelr ‘col legiate _ 


_ : -experignce, a and (c) the persisting impacts of parental social ization 
during college: despite influences brought to bear upon students by. 
eae in The | more inmetNate campus social structure. 


‘oe os - ~ | attempt to add further specification to the general. research 


fe | a on findings about educat ional impacts: suggesting ‘that fami ly background + oe 


: Pe lis tend. to be more potent predictors of: Impact than are most. 


aspects: of the educational ‘setting by assessing effects of parent-éht Id. 


relationships as. well as family educational. and occupational 
o characteristics. A hope - to. pravide. additional ‘Insights about 
4 ‘socialization processes in college, thereby contributing” ‘to the 


bance some . interpergonal aspects of col legiate social. structure, 
thereby contributing - information that might. be used in. the development 


of higher education policy orlented toward the "humanj zation" he 


. bearning. environments in co! lege. _ fe os 


3 - Figure { cantains a diagram of the general conceptual, scheme for | 
the présent research. Th ks framework grows out of research on: .. 


- aa ae cra ‘nonintel: fective unde/graduate- social fzation that 4 have been work Eng On. 
for the past. few years. (Weidman , nase» 1974b, 1978, 1979; Weidman and 
Krus, 1978; and -Krus, et ale, 1975), , was well ‘as research on similar 
experiences that Individuals Rave in other organizational. environments 
which have. been identified as. Important contributors ta. the occupational 

| choice, process (Biau,. et al., 19563. OsTpow, ee . 
| Occupational: Social ization : 


ERIC 


as It relates to! occupational development . of college students. | also. 


elaboration and extension of . existing social ization theory, -particularly. 


ve 


aes ses 
Cae © ean ee ee . FIGURE 1 
= a a Le Bo ace A ao oe . 7 me : . *4 
ara: or, A. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR.. THE STUDY OF UNDERGRADUATE. OCCUPATIONAL SOCIALIZATION. 
fe ee pete 
a ie ee Parental Socialization. . 
7 - ; | : Education, occupation ot #3 . ; 
is ; 2 cn. var Life: style \ _ | « 
oa Parent/chi ld relationships } a 
a Col legrate Experience : 
ae a. Eqposure. to,normative *- bi 
. influences of faculty | ~ oy | = 
, Student? s college Entrance and peers exerted, via -Student*s..Upper Division 
 e Orientations: ta. 4 social relat ionshigs . College’ Orientations. 
nL i, -eo eOrnee etree ne ee @ ases b,.’ SubjetTive assessment - | = - 
a oe Career values. oe Of exper sence... a. , Career values: | 
YY, Satisfaction hs 
b, Occupational 2. Col lege’ effect ive- be O¢cupational 
preferences = preferences , 
ness 7 
‘ : 3 er a a: rs Integrat fon into : 
; campus life 
7 “ Career. estrangenent, 
a 2 __ ae 
oO : 11 | = , 
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ae * Duritig coj lege, Ost. undergraduates: seek information about 


Oceupat ional or fegtat ins sad Preferences. 


various kinds of eccupations and try to getérming not only their own 


suitability for patticutar careers but. also the reactions. of others to. 
certain occupat ional activities and outcomes. im addition to providing”. 
_ the educational credentials ‘necessary for. access to upper white collar, - 


professional, and. manager tal occupations, the. traditional gollege 
* education. has" al so provided exper lences and resources, for the ‘student tO. 
one more Generales or féntations toward work and leisure 
activities, ” In fact, Beards!ee ‘and O'Dowd: (19622 606- 607) assert. that. 


_ “students perceive ‘occupat lane? Yargely. ‘in ‘terms of their imp! ications» " 
. for, a st le of. life and. ‘ace. ‘in. ‘the communi status s stem." a8 
Yy Bis ce. ty y , 


a é@ 
rn 


aay: ' This: framework focuses-on ‘change between ‘the freshman and upper 
division. (f.e.,- Junior and senior). years. in’ students" occupational | 


eo “orientations. and preferences. — To maintain, continuity with previous: 


Pe? te ee for the occiat ional Status they gxXpegt to fill -Inathe 


“os 


“research, particularly the. Cornel t: vatuass ‘Study. “(Rasenberg, 1957: 14), 


| the: ‘s¥aay exam ines studands ortentat ions towar ¢: ‘extrinsic rewards. 


(becomang an authority ina special field, and becoming weTh=OTT 
flnangtal ly) and, ‘interpersonal relationships (helping. athers). 


Vt should be noted that there is: an: Important ififer dependence 


between occupational cholfces and valued because, according 10; Rosenberg) 
1957: 24), in addition to people choosing an occup pion in order to 
satisfy. a value, adthey “HSE, choose. a value becauge whey consider A 


~ future." Merton (1968: t 438~ ~439) calls: this: latter process "anticipatory 
soclal Ization." Hence, it is; essential that change "Gtr ingyco! lege In’: 
- the contigyrations: of relationships hetween’ accupat ional preferences and 


| or Tentations be Invest Igated. 


epee ar ae ig hn ee a anne 


a of students to the social izing: inf luances af. col lege. For. Instance, men. - 


may be more ‘likely than women to develop: life- time career orientations | 
In college, especially since women can attain througf marr lage the: same. | 


_ sorts of. Pinane (el) Security or or community. status attained by men through 
* eccupat ional par Ficination. epacy: eae: 72) pre this phenonenot 


ERIC Ce ae 
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f ‘ ‘ Pe Pn) ‘ oie i ie ge 5 ‘ 
. ; a 
' 


‘lb een? 


Of course. such attributes of students as sex ‘and. race “both _ 
shape their orientations prior ‘to ggilege and affect the susceptibility ee 


meee 
ERIC 


| continuous careers fol lowing graduation, in 


. successful. and attaining high status careers (Crain and Heisman, 1972). 
. ; mo : an 


“ Parentat soctal Ization CO = 8 


in ihe: serloving< ways 7 a 


ry 


At. 1s fairt clear, . far example, despite the pecane upsurge of 
f feminist rhetoric, that men. face the necessity of establishing. a 


“position In the occupational structure on which their future’ income. 


«and status wilt depend. For women,: on the other. hand, “the decision 
“to. pursue.a career’,is “fess. often dictated by social or economic 
~hecessity. Asa result, women are both freer to deal. with college as 

th ao ey reseraing exper lence and face less pressure. to 
, nish. . ; 


it seems that, Jacreasingly, worign ‘tn i are preparing isc 
+ 


upted only for: brief — 
periods. (if at alt) for child-rearing or other fanidy responsibil ities. — 


Nonetheless, value orientations of: women still tend to lean. more ‘toward | 


of men, mainty because of the slow movement ‘ ‘toward increasing access for 


women to business and professional ‘positions. Husbands (4972: 263) 


_ Interpersona! relationships and less toward extrinsic rewards fan those 


describes ‘such "sex differences’ amgng. college students very succinctly: : 


"Men tend to rank career and vocational exigencies. first among reasons | 


for attending: college, white women: ‘indicate they. are attracted "a 
‘Intel lectual pursuits and a liberal education." 


ir “Perhaps: even more than their white’ counter parts of both sexes, 
‘and despite discrimination and uncértain, career progresslion,. col lege- 


educated blacks have tended to be! highly orienthd - toward being 


A ‘Explicit in this framework. is the’ paceonti ton’ that the college: 


campus does not, -for most. undergraduates, constitute a totally, 
"encapsulated. environment. Parental . influences are ‘Important: in 
“s determining - the career preferences and orientations that students baying 
_ with them at ‘col lege entrance. , Furthermore, since the effects of 
Parental social tzation are also very I Tkely to. persist during the course 
of the. student's college. years, parental pressures may serve to mediate 
“any impacts of col lege experiences. Consequently, a. ‘major thrust Pot 

_ this study's Investigation of undergraduate career. development, is. its 
assessment of the Importance qf parent- -child relationships In 
— determining the oberg ae ae of students to the socla} izing Influences 


- 


na : fo. 


a 


“a 


= Be 
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eraser contribution of global aspects of social. status vs. more specific 00.) 


4 


ae 


<? 


- of ‘the campus environment. One resear, h question for this part of. the 


Study: may be phrased as- follows: How are’ specific aspects of parental 


° socl alization ane Jife styles related to the persistence ‘and change ‘of: 
undergraduates! ‘career orientations and preferences? Another is’, how do - , 
ae aspects. of: the collegiate experience and parental social ization Interact 


‘ 


with one another in influencing the: Student's career, development in 


v : “ 


col lege?’ a te <. on 7 _ 


_ $n studies of career development, parental Influences have been 


“continuously identified as important contr Ibut ing factors (Borow, 1966) . 


Sociological, eo cant consistently: shows that occupational atfalnment is 


. related to such measures of parental social: status as occupational 


prestige and educational | attainment (Blau and: Duncan, 1967; Haller and 


-. of ‘close supervision. in work are assoclated with a middle ‘social class 


position: as measured. by educational and occupational staNis, and that 


these values are ‘transmitted by parents. to ‘their offspring (kK hny 1963, 
1976, 19773. Wright and Wright, 1976). The phenomenon of. “occupational .. 
inher itance" (i.e. the propensity of chifdren. to: choose parental. 


choice among col lege students: (Herts, 1966, 1967a, 1967b). . 


However , a shortcoming» of these studies with respect to their 


assessment of. ‘social ization processes’ ts that none deal with. aspects of | 
parent-child relationships that might ‘be related to the transmission of 


strong associations between family social class. and pabenna) 


| occupations) has also been. ‘Shown, consistently in studies of occupational’ 


¥ 


‘soctalization practices ds reflected in parent-child relationships ‘and 


familial life. style +0 justify an empirical. test of. The relative :. 


 aspects-of- parental Influence [n° assessing the career. development of ° 
fs college ‘Students (Kerckhoft, 1972; Kohn, 1963; Pearlin, 1971; Schooler, — 
| 1972), “Only: Mortimer (1974, 1976) has provided evidence suggesting that - 
the nature of parent-child relationships (perceived "closeness") ‘has 


e 


ee students, | wo ye ey 


if 


"Portes, 1973; Alexander and Eckland, 1975). Ofher studies indicate that | - 
occupational. values concerning autonomy - in work. and the undesirability 


te parental influences. Indeed, there is sufficient evidence’ suggesting . 
f° 


marked. consequences. tor posiney Toney related ‘decisions of col-lege 


e. 


. 


_ The. present research goes beyond ‘the foregoing analyses of 


_parental. influences by focusing on. more specific aspects of processes | 
“teading to the transmission. of. orlentations by parents to their. 

: . offspring, along with the more conventionally used measures of parental 
status characteristics (e. Ges education, income, and occupational oS 


prestige). Two dimensfons of. parental treatment that have been - a 
ct - Identified as particularly important for adolescent: social ization are. 
: parental’ Support” and ‘parental control, particularly pressures | for. 
achievement (Devereux, et ali, 1962; Thomas; et al., 1974)% These Two - 7 4 
| dimensions, along’ with parental life style ‘characteristics, are of : : : 
eo oe goncern. om the: présent research. So ee Sa et ee . : cae 


ag a 


-@lle late Ex yar fence: Nofiet lve. eantetis . = ~ *, ee 
a ee . : 


~The. remaining aspact of the: Santee scheme for the study is eo a | 
the student's collegiate experlence.. For the: moment, consider the. ” teed te 
orgaiiizational environment ‘of. college Independentiy of parental. | 
oo ‘social kzation. ‘Socialization. in college may be thought | of as a process .- en 
eae ni ne “that ‘entails a continuing interaction between the individual and those 
. who. seek to influence him (Clausen, | 1968: 5) Social ization, In this. 
| sense, ‘does impTy that: the individual is induced in some. measure to 
conform willingly to the ways of... the, particular groups to which he 
‘bélongs. (Clausen, 1968: 4)." Undergraduate socialization can thus be. 
viewed as. a process that fesults' from the student's. interaction th 
normative. contexts with othet members of the col lege communt Ty «. For 7 
purposes of the presen discussion, normative contexts are considered to 
4 be settings where varfous sorts of general ly goal+or lented, activities. 
take place among groups of individuals. Norms represent. general ized 
“conceptions of what constitutes appropriate. behavior when’ @ person is 
confronted with certain. situations or must choose among, alternative 


a ee | Courses ‘of action. 


This sortiOn of the: conceptual framework draws heavily from the 
| seminal structural-functiqnal analysis of Amer ican, universities by - 
a “2 a . Parsons and Platt (19737, ‘Specifically, | am- interested in two aspects 


7 of théir: ‘argument as it relates to undergraduate, social ization. One has, * | 
to. do with what they term the "moral author Ity of ‘Institut ions (Parsons | 
: # "8 . as _ ae. . eee, ‘. : 


.% a . _€ 1 > * 
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| and Platt, 73: 167). a“ “This refers to. the normative der of. the 
college or university as 3 potent agent of social ina, oe second 
“has to do with ‘Interpersonal. rélationships among varJous. "pember s— of 
academic’ settings. These interpersonal attachments, make an ‘important 
“contribution. to the. members? social, vee within the ees 


7 (Parsons and Phatt, 1973: 167): 


“Furthermore; interper'séngl relationships contributing to the 

social integration of students Into the academic system | are releted to" 
ee - “the attainment of not. Ly. institutional goals, but also the. personal 
. | - - goals of. individual Students (Tinto, “V975). | Social relationships. among: 
oe members of ‘normative contexts contribute to the transinisston: of. 
: > o | ‘normative. influences since, accor ding to Moore. (1969: 869), “normative 


5 : 
internalization fakes: place only in’ situations marked by strong > 
affectivity In relationships, and. some ae of ue ‘affect must be. 


"positive." i as ee —s) _ ee i 


om 


Put tn 2 Somewhat different way the: foregoing suggents, twp” 


= ~ environment of. a. college or univer rsity._ One| pertains TQ. social. . 
oe Fa ‘ Interact ton:: What are the interpersana! processes through witch peop te-——— 


are the normative. charatter istics of the: organization. that exert 
re “ sdcial izing influenges. on members (Wheeler, 1966: 54)?.. At col lege, ‘the 


2 “explained as. follows: ‘Just, as students differ In their patterns of 


student. residences and of opportunities for social Interaction among | 


general: questions “that deal with the. social Iztng effects of an 7 
‘Individuals partic?pe#ion as a. student In the organizational 


- are ‘social ized? the other’ pertains to organi zat tonal structures: What 
ey 7. ~ relationship between Interpersonal and organizational ‘variables. can be. 


“interaction with: others, ‘colleges. differ: in ‘their structuring, a 
Intentionally or not, of both normative, contexts such as classrooms and 


Seinen og budents -and- fotlege- staff. -Hence,. in. studying | college. student oo. 


“socialization it is. important | tea explore the, Impacts of normative 


contexts as well as. the ways” In, which interpersonal relationsh!ps among - 


members serve to elther ‘rebnforce or: counteract ‘the normative influences 
splices within var lous speci fic context (Lacy, 1978; We Idan , 1978). 


7 a - By ‘enrol ting Ina college and attending classes, a ‘student is: 
. ‘exposed to var ious soclal izing Influences, especial ly those exerted: by. 


a oe ee eee) id 


career: “or lentations of undergraduates. 


* 


- faculty and cr .. Bid. Neweont.. 1969: 236, 237, OG Ag 
“particularly import 


+ locus of faculty: and: student, influence “is the | 
adademic department. In a. study of Michigan. State University students, 


e Lehmann. and Dressel (1962: 221-223) found that seniors rated major “field 
- courses and instructors (along with close friends) as having: the. mos 
= significant Influences on their attitudes and. values dur ihg Cees = 

Wore: recent studies (Hearn, 1978; Weidman, (1979) have ‘also ShSwn the. 


| significance of the major department. as a. locus for Jnfluences on the | 


. 
"Practical ly all. post- -freshmen students have ‘some atfil iat ion 


Sain an academic department since if. tends to be: the unit through whigh. 4 


- jMegree requirements are formulated and certification of their successful a 
“complet ion is made. Vreeland and Bidwell (1966: 238) describe the. 
department’ as. fol. lows: "The: department - se 18 the princtpal workplace of 


_. the college, has relatively wet baletined ‘Goals’ and, “éxpectatians for 

students, and. comands powerful normative ‘and util itarian sanctions. Wo 
These authors argue ‘that the social izing impacts of, Fhe department are’, : 
. determined ‘by the expresseds goals. of the faculty for undergraduate. 


7 education which, in- turn; determine faculty behavior. and expectations - 


| emphas} zed.: 


for: ‘studénts. They identify three areas. ‘oF Faculty emphasis or goals | 


: for undergraduate ‘education: providing a broad}. tiberal ‘education; 
providing. occupational earnings, and mixed goals; where both are 
ate! . | 


The academic department can be a ‘power ful. source of ‘normative 


"influences on student majors, in barge part: because of the facylty's 
| ability to ‘differential ly reward students for ‘their ‘per formance: Ins 


- courses,” both through: the-assignment of grades and ‘the encouragement of 


social ‘interaction (Parsons and Platt, 1973: ,179).. The evaluation of 


~~ students! performances ‘In class~ related activities as well as ‘other — a 

7 settings may also influence the career plans of undergraduates. — : 
dnterestly, however, In détermining the’ kinds of | jobs ‘attual ly held by a | 

_ farge: National Opinion Research Center sample "of. col ede graduates, 


“plans are a more ‘Important ‘Independent Infjuence than grades, (Spaeth 
cand Greeley, 49702. a2s 172) oo. 


'. The emphasis ¢ on forms and. soclal ( ationships In the academic 
—_ - ea ke . nae 3 sg 


+ », ; Is - . 


: relationships have already been discussed as contributing To. the socal 


department | is. ‘pursued for ‘several reasons. First, primary’ social - 


Integration of and, consequently, to the potential hormat ive pressure - 


exerted on members by groups. Second, as” Shibutani (1955: 568) asserts, 


"social ization. ig.a product of,..a gradual: accumulation af experiences ue 


with. certain ‘people, particularly those with whom we stand in primary 


= relationships.” Finafly, both’ studénts and faculty. tend to. feel that. 


- ‘the most enduring academic impacts of col lege attendance gresult from 


‘social iitteract ion between faculty: and students outside of the formal 


- classroom. setting (Wilson, et ales 1975). In sum, | the cassumption 


= undertying thi's part of the study is that the central mechani sm of 


tn | socialization transmitting normative influences* is primary social 


retationships with departmental faculty: ‘and peers. With respect to 


7 influences on students! career, orlentat ions within the departinent, ‘major 


field peers. “appear: to be. tess Important than major field reeny 
 APhelan, 1976; Weldman, 1974, 1979). kan 


Pe et ae 


_ It must be reneinbered that the department is. part of a ‘targer. 


organization, the col lege’ or: university. - ‘Students: are ‘members of the. | 


entire organization, not just of. the department. Consequently, there 


% may be some social izing effects of: interaction. In non= departmental 


settings ‘within the college that add an in¢renent to or even cancel: out - 
. the departmerit's | ‘infiuences. An important dimens ion’ here is the. formal . 
-_ extracurricular structure of the college... Presumably, those students 


7 who. participate actively” TA. extracurricylar activities may be- more. 


: Than faculty as normative referents. oe 


~ 


Likely than their non- participant counterparts to. sd to peers rather 


on anothér. level, the general character Istics of the college . 


itself are: also ‘important. Student selection is of considerable 


since: departments: ‘in higthty selective ‘institutions may be more- 


| [Ikely to stress. a broad ifberal education than occupational training. 


Intorestingly, col lege selectivity has been shown TO. be positively 


felated to the enhancement of students" sclentific or ientat Ions (Skager, ; 
et al., 1966), but negatively related to increasing students! 


preferences for seeking educat Tonal ly high ‘Tevel careers (Reitz, 1975). 


Other ‘studies gc 19773 Drew and Astin, 1972). tind pestis eftects, 
: ( 


be 
~ 


" 3 “< 469 , Meat ee : ; , = oe ‘ ; ; é a . { * 


- 


iss 


‘Colle iate EX erience: Sub ect ive Rebecenente:*:, 


of asvéctiviiy on: aspirations and: self- evaluations, and Solmon, and = 


Wachtel (1975) find inst jtut ional quality to be positively associated 
with post-col lege career Income. . 


The ‘other, agpect of the studént's collegiate experience: iheluded 


th this framework. involves. his or hem subjective. “assessment of that er 


eae fy 


_ experience. As. oné critic of the stryctural - ~functional | Interpretation 
Of “social ization has - argued (Wrong, 1961), ‘Soc tat ization involves: ‘both 


the: transmission of norms and the individual processes resulting in the - 


+ development of ‘unique ‘personal orientations to social contexts. Not 


| surprisingly,- there is a. considerabié erature: dealing, with the 


related’ phenomena of "person-environment interaction". ‘at: college (Stern, 


i. 19705 Walsh, 19733 Moos: 1979). The general research question for this: 


part of the study. Is: How, do the individual's perceptions o f 
participation in: var tous segments of the collegiate ‘environment affect 
the Social ization fetential .of. the college? Put tn a somewhat different 


way, 1 am concerned: with assessing whether or not student favorability 


fos 


“ERIC 


€ 


toward var lous. aspects of the: cA legiate experience. ‘enhances, the 
college! ‘'s ‘impact ‘on changes - “in _occupat tonal oriéntations and | 


preferences. 


‘Saveral dimensions af students! sere epi ene of their colleges: 


: are of concern here. One is student satisfact Ibn with col lege. While 
- Feldman. and Newcomb (1969: 94= 95) cited four. aes o f student 


satisfaction with col lege In their: extensive literature neview, none 


were. from formally pub! Ished: sources. In general, ‘the findings from. 
- these studies suggested sothe variability In student satisfaction at 
different points dur kag ‘col lege, with. the towest levels. being reported ~~. 


~ by “sophomores: (608° satisfied) and. the highest tevels being: reported" by. 


seniors (more than: 80% satisfied). Several problems are: left 
. unaddressed. by these few studies. One. problem is that, these studiestal |. 


report simple ‘frequencies or mean responses: fo ttems without attempting 
to show in which areas of undergraduate life students are relatively 


77 


. 


_ more or less satisfied. A second prob lem. Is the {imitation of the 7 


‘measures of pea seesnan used, since most are based on vaguely phrased 


4 : . ‘ : 2 . 8 : 7 
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ae 


ee, 


: s 


_ “questions with ay very general referents. _ 


“ 


ae 
_s 


Some Light. is shed on the problem of student. Safistaction: with | 


col lege in an analytical study*-done using students at the University of ie 
2 Minnesota by Berdie, et al. (1970) & -These authors found: that "the 


extent to which a stident is satistied with: college depends: in part on 


his own history and personal ity, in part on the: facil ity. with hich he 


obtains, his academic objectives, ang in part on the “experiences, 
“resources, ani services which the University makes aval lable to. him 


ee (Berdie,. Sf etal, 1970 265-266) « ° 


For. the. suesaeee ‘of the. present study, one ‘Inference to. be drawn 


5 fron the. foregoing discussion is that,. presumably, the more satisfied a 7 
| student is with his or her col legiate exper iénce, the more: susceptible 


that student | is to ‘the social izing: influence of the campus. The present 
research. attempts to specify the. ways: in which student satisfaction is.’ 
more or less. Important in. affecting change in students! career - choices; 
“and to show how such’ sub jective assessments ‘af col lege Hite Apalate the 
Impacts of campus normative contexts. . _ ran 


Another important ‘sub Jective dimension® of the ‘student's 


‘cot laglate ‘exper lence. suggested by ‘the Berdie, et al.. study 1s’ his. or . 


her assessment of the extent, to which the college has facil itated 
attainment of specific outcomes that are deemed important by the student 
“(es Ges general education, ‘occupational ski | Is, marrtage preparation, 


“help in formulating values). ct am especially interested in ‘the 


student's assessment of the effectiveness of the col lege as a. vehicle 


for attaining personal. ‘goals. While there have been many studiés of — 


students st ranking of the: Importance of goals (Feldman and Newcomb , 1969: 
“Vi-17),- virtual ly fone have attempted to ‘analyze the relationships among © 


“i students! perceptions of Naving attained desired goals and other college 


° 


(Weidman: and Krus > 1978) which “suggests that among female education 
majors at the University of Minnesota, attalnment of desired ‘general 


" o education goals. was positively related to having a favorable Image. of 
ns the. College of Education, ‘the organizatVénal” home of their major. 


departments. Among men ‘In this study, favorable images of the College 
aad Education were related to their . Peron that. ane) had obtained 


ae - « 
wie 


- 


“45. 


outcomes. i, this study, I attempt to. expand my own work ‘in this ‘area _ : ee 


. fi 
” + 


Ps occupational. skitts, iqgependent of whSther Such skills were highly 
desirable. These” findings, again suggest «that favorable images of 
college, and hence the tnstitutionts ‘social ization potential, are 
ehhanced by students! subject ive“bssessments: of the. col legets 


ee. ae: contribution to the attainment of personal goals. [o4 
| the student's peresived neta or: subjective assessment of hi's or 


Mg od 


. . her ‘degree of social integration into. the life of the institytion is 
“+, another dimension of. concern in: the resent: research. Tinto (1975: 107) 
| describes social. Integration into egipus life bead fol lows: 
Loe social integration occurs. primarily nou Tnformal peer’ group 
. associations, semi-formal extracurricular activities, and interaction 
(with faculty: and administrative personnel..within tite college. 
7 | Successful encounters in these areas result in varying: degreés of. 
oe social communication, friendship: support, faculty support, and 
: .. veehlective: affiliation, each of which can. be w ewes as important 
“social rewards that become part of the person's generalized 
evaluation of the costs and benefits of college attendance ane that 
sagt his educational’ and ie Te commitments. 
fe> ——  . Social integration, particularly as it reldaes +o primary social: | 
a “relationships with faculty and peers in. the transmission of normative | 
a Inf fluences. has already been discussed. Heres I am ‘concerned with | 
: students! assessments of impersonal treatment on ‘campus. My expectation 
. 4s that the: more favorable the student is in his.or her perceptions of 


. the campus environment, the greater the social ization potential of the 


$ 8 ; 


a 


| Finally, | am concerned with those dub jective assessments that 
"ind Iduats make concerning their own suitabh! ity ‘for careers and theirs 
"wit'lingness to. participate in the formal. occupat onal structure’ Of 
‘society. Ay ts my expectation that those students who - question. their” 
ability to develop ‘meaningful careers will also shy away from epee ne 


tg highistatus, demand ing occupations, 7 Ege 3 aad 


~~ — gTo summar }ze the general conceptual scheme undertying the 
_ foregoing discussion, undergraduate socialization can be conceived” as 4 
series of. processes whereby the student: (a) enters college asa 
freshiian with certain values, career aspirations, and other personal 
goals; Cb) 1% exposed to var lous. social izing influences and mechanisms. 
wht he attending eens particular ty (ry. normative pressures exerted: 


- — - a oe eee oe e a 


e en : 7 . . 


a 
: ‘ ~ 


7 via social relationships with faculty and peers ‘In the major. department 
and (2) parental support and. achievement pressure; (c) assess the 
salience of the col lege’ environment as the source’ ‘of both know! edge and 

* érientations perceived to he appropriate for attaining career. goats; and 
tae changes or maintains those values and aspirations that were held at 


co} lege entrance on. the basis of parental influence, pormative | pressure 


cin. the mast and sub ieet we Saeeeamens of the col legiate exper lence: 7 


Se . 
‘ 
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c . =e Me 
7 re i - oe “sTuY DESIGN 
7 Data. tor ‘thts study canie from eevee. national surveys of 
- students and facuity in Amer ican colleges and, universities that were’ 
‘ sponsored collaboratively by the Aner ican Council on Educa¥ion (ACE) and 
. the Carnegie Commission gn Higher Education (Trow, fo75). ‘Data tapes 
o23 fron this 1969 National Murvay of ‘Higher Education are available through 


the Carnegie Counci! on Policy Studies in Higher: Edyeation: (2150 ~ 


«Shattuck avenue, Berkeley, CA 94704). oer one ae = 
The Surveys re - a = i. 


Se. 
" The faculty survey was ponducted: in the spring of 1969. The 


undergraduates were surveyed: when they began college as freshmen. | 
Ae - starting with the cohort that entered college in the fall of 1966, and 
i ci then again’ dur tng December of 1969. See Trow (1975: Appendix A) for a 
aa, = complete description of the samp! ing. frames, nonresponse bias, and ‘other | 
ew technical details of the 1969: surveys. Statistical descriptions of: the 
national norms’ for the 1969, faculty ‘survey can be found. In Bayer (1970) 5, 
national norms for the 1956 and . 1967 freshmen. surveys can be Foung in “i 
7 “Astin, et.al. (1967a, 1967b). and Panes; et al. (1968) 5. and. fr: 
lee a description of the: sampling procedures used for selecting the 
i 7 institutions included in the 1966 ‘ACE freshman Survey: can be found ie 


ASTIN, et_al. at. (1966). A discussion of measurement error and item. a 


Sak - reliability. for ‘the student surveys can be found in } Boruch cand Creager 
| (1972). y | or re a. | 


i 


/surveys 


ing The undergraduate survey utiltzes: a one of those. students who 
thos ta. 02 . _ responded tothe American CouncTf on Educat ton ongoing research of. 
— first timé students during the fall terms of 1966-1969 inclusive. 
This: sample. design provided the benefit of. panel data for all 
respondents.and easy access to student names ‘and addresses, though it 
falled to reach those students in sample Institutions who first 
entered college.more than four years ear}ier and those students who - 
transferred into a as a institution: after first oorort ng ae ae 
, a ay a er oe . z 4 a . 


ee “The issuing is a general descr ipt ion. of # the 4969 undergraduate a | ‘ 


om 


we, 


ee ihe: stuay sample. rene — io a en 


a 


- another - instivorion, However... the survey. did ‘Inctude those, oie 


' dropped out or, transferred from, ee Institution. after 6 gitar ing. 


ger ng: anes 4: Terms. 


dl 
‘The undergraduate samplé was gecignes to Include approx a velly 
200, 000. students.’ These students were sampled from ‘the: respondents 
“to-the ACE freshman. surveys in a manner which itSured representation 


i‘. from each initial cohort in each institution sufficient to provide 
refiabie> data,on the student body 4s/a whole and on Tts major _ 


segments, as.the other surveys aimed' te dq. These sampling goats 


- were. achieved by eliminating from the original. ,sample of 310. 


institutions those which had not participated during-all of the years 


1966-69, ‘those with poor response rates to the ACE freshman, 


~ questionnaires, and those with inadequate student Name and address - 
files. > This reduced the institutional sample to 189. Then, up to 


. 4,000 students were selected from each institution, distributed by 
their entrance: cohort. (Trow, . 1975: Appendix A). 


‘Lest the use of this particular student date. set be epitielsed 


as being outdated and unrepresentative ‘of contemporary undergraduate 


iife, note that Martin Trow (1977: ~~) replicated these surveys in 1975. 


“and concluded, that there was eonsiderebis stability in basic attitudes 


7 and values of both ‘students and faculty from 1969 to 1975: 


The ‘events on American col lege and university. campuses in the tere. 
1960's were serious and important, but to a very considerable degree © 
they were media events; their effects and larger. significance were 


almost certainly exaggerated at, the time and continue to be. in 


retrospective discussions of that period. This is not the place to» 


Ae 


attempt a sober assessment of the impact of. the war and reactions: 7 


the war In Vietnam-on American colleges and. universities. But ft: 


not. inappropriate Inthe face of these new survey. data to be- Peuinged 


that American colleges and, universities have beeh markad more-by. 


* stability. in the basic attitudes and values of their students and 
teachers | than They have been by any Greco ued: or great “change. 


“Simitar findings: of a ‘continuation of 1960's trends in. sfudent’s! 
orientations into the 1970's, 2 are echoed by Hoge (1976). . 


7a 


‘Institutions with. poor student response’ rates (tess “than 25H) to 


Pie 


om he Bie Sues 2 a 


the 1969 ACE-Carnegie survey are excluded” from the analysts, thereby . 
j — reducing the institutional sample’ for the present research to 89. There 
was a further: reduction ‘in the number of institutions ultimately 
“represented in fhe study brought ‘about by: the focus on normative 

. character istes. of academic departménts.. Since the indicators for ‘norms . - 


Sates, SR See as 
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were the. aggregated responses of ‘both ae ne and 


| undergraduate majors, only those departmag}s: that had sufficient numbers’ 


of respondents. for. reasonably. stable esthnates of norms could be ay 


~ eriterion,. four. were selected for the. Study: ‘English, mathematics,” 


Included. ExeJuding att departments. with fewer than five student  - 
- kespondents iefta Sodat ‘oF. ae jnstitutions. From all of the 
2 departments ‘at these: 72 institutions that met the ‘respondent number 


political science, and history. Not only are. “these. ‘departments. ° 


Ges of the traditional fiberal arts curriculum, but there. os 


oAwere: also ‘sufficient numbers ‘of students. Tn then: ‘so that separate . 
analyses could be pet formed’ by Sex. Clearly, this. sample selection 


: _ procedure resul ted In. the. selection of large departments: for study. In 


| _ terms of social ization, - however,” this shoul d: lead” to. the underestimation : 


| Of departmental effects since large “departments are Presumably: | less. - 7. 


a cohesive and social ly integrated than smal! ones. 


+ had. attended: more than one col lege were exc}uded. Thus, the: final 


- on the coharts of students who. had had. maximum exposure - to col legif 
ey influences, ee who were upper division students at the time of 5 


: nf ; 
‘Sy a a A ae 
‘ \ 

yietee’e 

| 


o£ Since duration of influence has ‘been: shown to, be an Important, hee es 
factor | In. student socialization: (Curtis, 1974), data analysis is based’ Saas 


aa 


1969 survey. Also to maximize potential college infludnée, students Ww 


Co 


student sample" included only? thog  respofidents: (a) who. had enter ed: 


college dn aither 1966 or 19673” oy hd had atténded only one colleges . - 


ane (c) who had’ responded to both the: freshman and, 1969 Surveys; a&d) ‘whose 


wt 1969. major “field was English,. “mathematics, history, or. “polifical 


oN 


~~ ACE. US a surveys In the, late 1960's were not very high (on the order - 


_ science; and- (e) whose major had at «least five’ upper division: student : r 
respondents: to the 1969 survey «. The distr [bution of the sample Dy 7 | | 
department and sex is shown in Table le - 


coe 


~ Frere: are ‘some probiems- with the study. sample... Onethas to. do 


: with the methodological. issue of backward selection to get a sample 
eRRewe 1S 
: having repe feasures Hauser, 1970). , From the dogumentation- 


available on these surveys, it is difficult to determine the ‘exact | 


differentes” in. wave response rates, The overal | response rates” to. the 


of 20%) 5” so there Is real reason To: ae concerned about the 
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only, ore Bepartment@ et * Bag oa 2 . . Me of 
’ . a. os ‘ : : : . 
- . re 
ag oi € tis vi : 
ly 2 hg wii 
Ae hy ; | j ; 
* ri y 
N ; 
x 
yp 
at 
rf ¢ ‘ =< et 


- representat iveness of the sample selected on the sesh | That 


is not to sf that the. response rates for particular. institutions were. 


not. conside ably” higher than the’ overall _response rate, but that it is. 
virtual Ly. Impossibte to. assess the « PeSPOMee rate problem. 2 Ps 


Related to the first problem: ic a second, namely the diffusion 
of departmental effects that would otherwise result from what Feldman | 


“and Wel fer. (1976) have called the: "accentuation effect” of ma jor fields. 


_ Since the. ‘students ‘Inctuded in the present were selected on the basis of | 


o thelr upper division majors there. is .no way” to determine +he Pr. ts of, 
Separiments on those who. shifted away fron one of the four majors chosen 


» for. analysis and, hence, ‘no. way to control for. naccentuation ‘effects" of 


the major department. It Is Likely, that choosing the departmental 


sample ‘on the ‘basis. of size and upper division major. resulted in 5 
| somewhat more homogeneous , group of* majors, in terms. of ‘orletitations .. , ; 
. than Vs actual ty the case In the institutions. represented « 


Two. basic considerations, In my opinion, justify the use of ae 


~ particular data base. The. first is that Thee surveys are unique. ih 
containing both faculty and longitudinal student data at the 
departmental level, thereby ‘al lowlig, the analysts to. be ‘done. on 
|. ‘characteristics “of. speci tic: academic departments rather than groups of. 
related departments: (@.ge4 “social: sciences, humanities, natural — 


sciences) . Second, the ACE surveys of eatering college ‘freshmen have 


been done: ‘each fall since 1966 and, hence, represent the jongest, ongoing 


effort at ‘obtaining Information from entering. college: freshmen. -The | 


Information’ obtained -from these. surveys Is disseminated widely and has 


been the basis for .a- substantial amotht of influential research on. 


_ relatively targ® and diver 
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“undergraduates. For ‘a comprehensive summary of this regearch, gee Astin 
(4978). In sum, 1: ‘belteve that the shortcomings of these surveys are 


5 sa ian tthe ae Aces ai le, 


offset by. (a). the dgtats gas ay at the departmental level for a 


set of colleges, and, (b) the “datals - 


; for addressing the conceptual ization of undengraduate. 


ve aims eal | ‘developed for the pres ane research. 
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“The Date Analysis ee ae eae oe : 


This report Is becca on secondary analysis of the 1969 ‘ACE ° 
” Cairneg te National Survey of Higher Educatian. | Fora ‘discussion of 
“issues and. problems in secondary analysis of” survey data, expecially 


using. the data for purposes different than those originally intended, 
“$e@e. Hyman (1972)... The analysis reported herein was: designed, in large 


part, around the available data. The surveys were ,, however,» developed 


“the emphases of ‘the present research. © 


A: central part of the data snalysie? is: the Peers of effects 
of the normative environments of academic: departments on changes in” 


‘students! career values and choices, “White there’ is a substantial 
I Tterature addressing. the ‘problems and. procedures. 6 ‘contextual. analysis 
(Blau, 1960; Campbel | and Alexander, 1965), these authors! aproaches to 
the, analysis of group-level effects “on individual variables are not 


without their critics. Hauser . (1970: 659), for exaniple, is’ “CF TF ca b: of . 


‘what he calls “the contextual fallacy [which] occurs when residual group 


: = differences among a set. of social ~ groups, which remain after the effects 

of, one or: “more Individual attributes. have been’ partial led ‘out, are - 

Interpreted in terms of social or psychological mechanisms correlated. 
‘with group levels. of one of the Individual attributes." 


A problem that contextual analysis inevitably. presents is 


determining the adequacy ‘of ‘the contextual méasures: There is: always 
_ the possibility. that Individual variables,.- unmeasured but. nonetheless. 
correfated with the individual variables: aggregated to. form group- -level,. 
_ measures; are résponsible for residual differences among groups on the 
dependent varlable.... An reality, there will always be Nother" correlated 


“but unmeasured’. variables in any study: However, ene way | have avoided 


variables in the Study. 


". some of the problems’ “of “contextual analysis 1s to.use different 


 Indteators for the aggregated var fables: and the other Individual -level 
te 


“Also quite worthy we nove Is Hauser's. (1970: 569) admonition 
that lone should be prepared to argue that: his theory. ‘of relations among. - 


amidase is complete and correct, or at. least defensible In 


a 
Roe 


wae 


, to fii! a broad- based set ot research needs; many of Which paralleled 


paper en to. ‘some explicit. jerinersoM, before specul at ing about residual © - 


“group differences." t deal with this concern for: theoretical 


Figure 2. shows the: causal model of , ify: and ‘campus effects on | 


ee et career choices around which\the data analysis. Was _ 


_desigied. This: model is. simply a specificatio of the more general 
‘scheme out! ined ipreviously: it ‘Tilustrates a set.o processes whereby. 


family. social status ; Ch. tr. Figure 2) and parental clal ization. (2. ) : 
of ‘occupational 
Pts affect the 


"choice of a particular: college(5. d. The character Istics: of, the cojlege, 


_ tead to the development in their ‘adolescent offspring 
valies i. y and career preferences (4,) which, In- t 


especially selectivity, affect the normative structure of academic 
departments (6.2... “The student's entrance cohort also affects the: nature 
"of: the collegiate exper tence, since. juniors and: seniors. encounter 


_. potential ty ‘different campus environments. ‘Attalnments in both the 


| “curricular and extra-curricular realms. (7. ) are, in turn, functions: of. 
“the departmental experience: (especially the transmission of norms, via: 
social relationships), and. determinants of students' assessments ot the 


"Ss epmpus:. (8, a Assessments of athe campus experience Unf i uence upper 


division studentst Undergraduates! Career Choices ortentations (9.) 
which, [n turn, ‘Influence ‘their occupational | chaices. (10. Ve . __- 


“The variables included’ in the/date analysis for each. one of the 
blocks ih Figure 2 were: A. Family Background - family soc lo~econom|c 
- status(SES) and race (NONWHITE);. 2. ‘Parental Social Ization + supportive 


_s child-rearing by parents (PARSUPRT) , parental. stress on child's. | 


achlevenent (PARACHOR) , and parental lifestyle (PARSTYLEQ 5 Be ‘Career 
Values. ~ freshman orlentations. toward helping others. (FHELPOTH), ; 
_ becoming — an authority” ‘ina field (FXPRTFLD), and being well-off 


aia (FRELLOFF) j Pe Career Preference - "prestige ‘of. freshman 


career choice (PF JBCRER) 3 5. Col lege: Choice ~ college. selectivity 
(COLQUAL) ‘and entrance. cohort (JUNIOR); 6. “Departmental | Envi ronhent - 
“faculty and student’: liberal education norms _CFACNORM, -PEERNORM) , ‘primary ° 
“soctal. retatlonships with peers In. the sane major (PEERTIES), and 

primary. social rekenen te with faculty In the ma jor (FACTIES) ; 
7. Col lege Attainment = cumulative grades: (GPA) and Involvement in. the 
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“formal cs lege. extra-currteul um COOL INVLY) 5. 8. Assessment of col lege 
_ Exper lence - perceived tmpersonal ity of col lege: (COLIMPER), career 
estrangement (ANTICRER), satisfaction: with: col lege (COLSATIS) » and . | 
perceived: ef féctiveness*of the col lege in facil tating the attainment of 
personal oals (EFFECTIV$ 9. Upper Division Cavece’ Values -. 1969. 
— toward helping others (HELPOTH), becoming an authority ina a: 


| field (XPRTFLD) » end being. wel !-of f financial ly (WELLOFF) 5 and 10. Upper 


- Division ‘Career Preference - prest igé of 1969: carear choice, (JOBCRER) ‘ “9 
7s completes des¢ription of the items used for each of these variables” as : 
well as the measurement properties 3 multiple-item scales Is Included _ 
To Appendix: Ae The correlations among all of these variables ‘by 


Finer and SEX areninclyded, in Appendix. Be : 


; The: ‘mode of ‘statistical “analysis selected 408 the tidy was 
> “multiple: ‘regression. ‘Figure. 2 -cotitains "blocked" varfables that is, 


achultiple Indicators. for most variables. To present fully elaborated — 


tables” for the entire causal sequence of: blocked variables as was done 


‘by. Alexander and: ‘Eckland (1977) would result. tn. ‘mammoth, ‘confusing a 
tables. Since. i am primarily interested in the net effects of. the 


* Independent variables on career cholce, ' have included only. the ee 
| sequential entry of the variable. blocks for the regressions’ dn which 


prestige of upper division career choice was. the dependent variable. | 
“This MBYs changes in the relative importance of the. Vartables: as new 


ones are entered in successive equations can be examined; a procedure 


i” roughly. analogous to partial correlation. For technical discussions of. a 


(1966) and Fennessey (1968). ar ca we 


~~. these sorts. of multiple regression procedures ‘see Draper and: ‘Smith 


‘The student sample was "partitioned by major*and sex: for the data - 
“analysis. Since the respondent weights developed by the American. 


~Counct: on-Education for-reporting: national ‘college student norms. from. 


- the surveys. which are. employed: In the present research were calculated — 
on ‘the basis of Institutional sampling strata rather. than - individual 
student. characteristics, all regressions are orien with unwe tghted 
data. 7 = | ot ge * 4 as | | 
As mee aiceddy been mentioned, since student response rates werd | 
general u much lower: than y Fagul ty: ‘Fésponse’ rates, only those departments 


. & 


' with, at least. five student respondents were “Included: in the analysis. 


The median numbers Qf. respondents on whith departmental. normative | 


cHmate,measures: were based. were 15 fore-taculty and 17 for students. - 

~ Exam inat fon of. wi thi n-department’ varlance for both faculty and student 
“Form ineasures showed no notabste. effects. of _departmental normative. 

"consistency. ‘on changes in students? VE TortaE Ons (We divan 5 aie 

50-51). in ae 4 4 
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» As can be seen from this table, there were. no significant effects of “> 
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| “This: chapter ‘Contains the results: ‘from ‘he regression analyses | 
* conducted separately by sex “for each of four major. fields: English, et : 
_ mathomatics,. history, ‘and - political: science. A. ‘series of nine 
“sequential regressions was’ performed. for: each group, with, the | 


"independent variables. entered according to the: ‘causal sequence | shown dn 
*. Figure ae The, dependent. variable for each of: these. regressions was ‘the 


prestige score (Duncan, , 1961) for the student's 1969. occupational : 


- choice. | The coefticients’ included : in the tables” for this chapter may be. 


tnterprated "as chet, standardized effects (Alexander ‘and Eékland, 1977: oe 


ry 
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"English ie oe 2 . ar 


family background (sex and race) on. 1969 career. prestige: For parental: 


— social zation, there was a significant negative ef fect: of parental 

| cuuber te Note fiat: this coefficient only. ‘reached significance in thes 
seventh equation, that- Sp after all. variables through college | 
attainment had been entered. This: etfect of parental, support is rather a 
‘small, but if remains significant after entering students! subjective 


assessments of college and 1969" career values. The negative sign for 


"encour age aspirations: for high status occupations among their female 
of fspring who wind up majoring. ‘in English, the. only one of the academic 
| ‘departments considered here that has a predominance of tomere over male 


students. : : a - = 


. - For career values at. paitiedd entrance, there. are no. persisting 
“significant, effects on prestige of 1969 career cholce among female i 


eo. f a © 4 S oe * ae 


Table 2 ‘shows the Pear e-sicn results for female Engl ish majors. 


“8 


~parental_support. suggests. that ‘highly. supportive. parents’ da. ca ae 


7 7 TABLE RS Te a 
. _ REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY AND CAMPUS’ EFFECTS ON CAREER CHOICES Suey - . 
OF FEMALE ENGLISH HAJORS (STANDARDIZED PARAMETERS) a : 
SES cee oe OSF 2,065 7 i055). .=.630 °,=.055. =,.056 =.076"~.050=,038° 
CS WOMMHITE, oe oe, 103-035 -.035 =.030=.035=.081. OKT 0m 20d 
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PARSE. 023022” 08H” OL 07 060 oho 08 
_ FELPOTH. ©. - 31 036.0329 030 027,031 
[ PRPRTALD. oe  ggg* S067 076 08" s* 073” 037 
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GUI Bac Ges Gx ky OE FP 2648038 = 036 - ~.053 068" 
i -_PEERNORM. jijetaee = 3h 4 tet oe, | sees | See | Pe 
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oP CNW, ee ee or gig 066 
7 SOEUR . . a 1 _- Soe ; as ee ae 043 - oh a 
( ANTICRER, Co ee ee en a ee ce 
gC ee ee re a re ee ~~ see OF -.079"-  -.088* 
- EFFECTIV. Peemeeee ar aaa a — 076" «049 
OT WERPOTH Se ee . | _ | a a60 
APRTFLD 2c ee | a 
: Poh, oe 004 006 «ONE. hese 061 OB aa) mr 67 
ew = = ‘the dependent variable for the analysis Js JOBCRER ~ prestige of 1969 eoeee choice. The independent ’ 
: variables are SES - parenta! socideecononic status; NONWHITE - racial background other than, Caucasian; PARSUPRT = — 


ss Sacelved supportive childrearing by parents; PARACHOR - perceived parental stress on, child's achievement; 
—*  "- . PARSTYLE - perception of ‘parents’ life style; FHELPOTH'= freshman orientation toward helping others in difficulty; 
_ FXPRTFLO - freshman. orientation toward becoming an authority in one's. ‘subject field; FWELLOFF ~ freshman orien--. 
_ tation toward becoming. very wall-off financially; PFIBCRER - prestige of frashman career. chofce;COLQUAL - 
 geleativity of College; JUNIOR - entered college as freshman in 1967; PEERNORM = liberal education norms of peers 
* in the major department; FACNORM - ‘tiberal education norms of faculty in the major department; PEERTIES - social 
_retationships with peers fn the major departgent; FACTIES - social relationships with faculty: in the major depart- 
mont: GPA ~ 1969 cumulative’ grade average, COLINVLY <- involvement in formal college extra-curricutum, .COLIMPER ~ 
-percelved tmpersonality of cotlege; ANTICRER - career estrangement; COLSATIS = satisfaction with college; ‘ 
EFFECTIV ~ perceived effactiveness of college; HELPOTH ~ 1969 orientation toward helping others In difficultys. 
XPRTIFLD ~ 1969 orientation tdward becoming an authority in one's subject field; and. WELLOFF - 1969 “orientation 
towsfd becoming very well-off financially. - ; oy © 


The derivation of cach of the -foregoing variables ts Included In Appendix A, The moans, standard - = 
deviations, and correlations among att of the variables for men end women. In each of the four departments studied 


Qe nchuded In-Appendix'B. 2 7 


- *p 2.05, 


Eng! Ish majors. . 
fleld | retained: TEs: significance until. the last. equation, when 1969 

‘This suggests that ‘the . | 

 éffects: of female English. majors! vajues at col lege’ entrance are” 


~ "scores: on: the. same. value measures were eptered,. 


# 


Orientation toward. becoming arn: “expert in a special 


7 mediated by thelr: colidghate. experienge. and: later values, . Not 


surprisingly, . ‘the. prestige of the: freshman career choice had a strong, 


a persisting effect. on prestige of the. 1969 career choice among these 


‘female English majors. | The same was also. true for col lege selectivity, 


one of. the two indicators reflecting col Jege choice In the model. For 


the other col lege choice indicator, entrance cohort, a significant net 


a fos 
ale 


ce ge eg 


re) 


on the final regression. 


ie emphasis on. seeking high prestige occupatjons. 
 eareers traditionally avallable to ‘women Tn titerary fields (notab fy 


| showed a strong,: positive. net effect. This 


“negative ef fect appéared for being a Junior. as opposed to-a senior only 


‘This suggests that among- female English 
‘majors, juntors have lower career aspirations thay . seniors. Another way 
to say this is: that female English majors bulid greater confidence in 
themse! ves. as reflected in higher prestige. abd ae ee during the . 


| course ‘of their col lege years. 


He 


For departmental normative climate, only peer liberal eadoneion 
- norms had ‘a significant effect on female English majors? career choices. 
“That this effect was negative.” suggests that. a “strong: emphasis ‘on the 


Mberal arts by studendg, major ing in English. ‘Ts accompanied by a de- 


Certainly the’ sorts of 


; editing, teaching at the elementary. or secondary level, and writing. for 


par lodicats of various sorts) do not: carry the highest prestiges ae 


ge. o College attatnments of both the® curr icul ar and extra~curricular 
, . 


sort showed: significant positive pet affects on prestige of 1969 career 
choice among female English majors. » For assessments of- thie. collegiate. 
experience, both satisfaction with col lege and career estrangement were, 


 hegativety related to 1969 career prestige aspirations. Finally, a 


_ Strong 1969 orientation toward ‘becoming’an expert In a special ice 


, toward. gaining recognition in a. career fleld are: reflected. dn 


_aspirations for a high. prestige career. ~ = tS “i 4 
: + -_ 
AL few additional observations help. to place the results for 


female. Eng! Ish majors In perspective. , First, the overall explained | 


i 7 a : | . a : . 7 | | 7 7 i 
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suggests that orlentations 


la fences a 167) is ‘not very high, which leads to the conclusion that phe 
‘modal developed here is not very effective. ‘for explaining the prestige. 
upper division English majorst gkosen. careers. The. greatest. 


contr ibutor to total explained var lance, was: prestige of™ineshman career 
choice (24% of total), followed by ‘personal assessments of the 
| eg legiate expbr ience (22%), ‘and 1969- career values (168) . Clearly, for . | 
female English majors personal. preference as. reflected in career choices - 
and values, and personal assessments of their Cot. legiate ekperlences 
| i weré more. important factors Th determining the. prestige Of tygpir 1969. 
7 career aspirations than were ‘either. family or ‘institut tonal var lables. | 


“Table 3 shows the regression results for male Eng i: ish majors. . A 


- “significant, negative net effect of being, nonwhite on prestige of 1969 ° 
"career preference appeared through each. Fegression. “This suggests: that 
white ‘males majoring tn Engl Tsh ‘tend to have higher ‘career ‘aspirations 

: than their nonwhite. counterparts. ‘Neither any. dimensions of, parental, 
‘socialization nor of ‘career, values. at entrance to col lege. re 


e)enisteanr net effects on 1969 Yoreer preferences, 7. 


| As was true for. female English majors, prestige of career. 


| reference at col lege entrance was strongly related, to prestige. of 1969 | 
'. Career preference. For the college choice variables, on being a 


junior. was related to prestige: of 1969 career choice. As compared with 


7 female Eig! ish majors, males ih the same major appear to become less 


rather. ‘than more orlented toward high prestige occupations during - 
college. Males. major tng In Eng! ish showed no significant effects of © 


ae depa pment et normative environment on career, choices” ae ¢ oe 
* * 


“ 


4 
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“With respect To college attainments, grades were positively 
“related to prestige. of career choice, a finding that agrees with general . 


expectations. Also as. one “might expect, career “estrangement. was. . 


negatively: retated: TO: high: ecole career aspirations: among mate - 


ojenanish majors. The only. career value that reached significance. was 
“orientation toward helping others, and its effect was tea among. 
mals mer ish. majors. — . 


. The explalned cee ies for mates tn Eng! Ish: was geester then for | 


their’ female counterparts €.220 vs. .167), but was stiti not 


| particularly high. As. was true for remales Tn Eng! ish, prestige of | 
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| NONWHITES 


PARSUPRT. 


“ PARACHOR, . 


UPARSTYLE. 
2 FHELPOTH, 
. FXPRTFLD, 


“FWELLOFF. . 
/PFUBCRER, 


"+ COLQUAL . 


| JUNIOR. 
‘PEERNORM. 


_ FACHORA 


~ PEERQIES.. 
+. FARTIES . 
a _ . GPA . ee 


- COLINVLY. 
COLIMPER. 
ANTICRER. 
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REGRESSION RESULTS: 


TABLE 3 


} 


“FAMILY AND CAMPUS - EFFECTS -ON CAREER CHOICES 


OF HALE ENGLISH MAJORS cir tile ect 


=. 125 
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030 
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~ 045 
.030 
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061 
.091 
~ 002 
~ 054 
:032 
.071 
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024 
029 
=. 145 
.020 


-059 
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2065 
.088* 
.002 
- 044 
.037 
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Ped ‘choice at col lege: entrance contributed tHggggeatest proportion: of . 


e i : “explained variance (338), ‘for males in Engl ish. The only other | 
ae _ subsjantial contribution to expTained war lance for males in Engti gh was 


a made by ae ka attainments: (25%), rn oe 


ene 3 “Mathenaties Majors a3 * ae a8 E - . . 
| /Results for: female t eiheatics: majors: are shown ¥n Tab.re Wer 


“There is a ‘substaag tal positive net effect of being: nonwhite an the 


ae” 


. prestige of 1969 career choites among - female. mathematics majors. | Race: 
: 7 : is. the: only. family variable that > is of significance, since. hone of . 


Ae 
<4 


; - parental, soc lal jzation [adicanate showed. strong’ effects. . 


7 With respect to career: values at col lege entrance, orlentation | 
toward helping: others remained persistently negative in-successive 
‘regressions. | Not, only gid this, orientation show a significant effect, a 


& . 


but prestige of occupational ‘choice at college , entrance. was also Ms 
| significant (and: positiye). .For this group. of female mathematics 
‘majors, both indicators: of college choice also were significant. 4 
Attendance at a high qual ity Institution had a positive net effect on” 
. prestige of 1969. career ‘choice, while: being a junior was negatively: 
a | - related to the . dependent varfable. | Notice that for the junior cohort, 
a es only. after. all ‘college var lables and individual assessments of. the = 
| —colfegiate exper lence were. entered did entrance cohort. make a 
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“prestige of 1969 career choices. Wanting to be an expert | in onets 


chosen fletd was the only. 1969 ¢areer value that. shesedss signi fleant. 
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curr teul ar” per formance for mates An: mathematics. Apparently,. 
_. deitand ing majors little time Is left. for extra-curricular activities . 


after assignsionts are completed. ce - @ —- 


None. of the four tqdtestors of. personal assessments: a the 


~ éollege env Ironnient reached significance. 1969 orfentation toward 
becoming an expert in one's field showed a significant, positive net. 
effect on the prestige: of male nlathematics majors! 1969 career . choices. 
Since the same orlentation at entrance, to col lege ‘also remained 
re significantly positively related to the prestige of . 1969 career. choice’, 
| this suggests that career achtevement. values held by this. pertiguler 
F group. af. students are consistentty important influences on career | 


aspirations. throughout’ the college years. GP ee ee . 


| Looking: now ‘at. the explained var lance, the Fesults for men are 
Z ; not much worse than ‘thos¢, ‘Obtained for women th mathematics using this 
model ¢ -240 vs. .216),. Oi fferent: blacks of, variables were important for | 
; ‘men tn mathenatics than, “were Important for their female couriterparts. 
. Prestige of career choice: at: col lege entrance made the greatest - 
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“choice (158), departmental env tronment bE, and upper division career 
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var lance of both col lege: choice and departmental . environment, a 
os Substantial ‘30% of the. total: explained variance for male mathematics 
majors, Ts: contributed by characteristics, ef the college. For 


_|. determinant of high prestige career orfentations is academic perroune 
| for WOMEN - and attributes of The col. lege attended for men. ; 
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Table 6° shows ‘the results for female history majors. ‘No 


= significant. effects appear In this table for faml ly background, but one. 
aspect ‘of parental social |zation,- Support, has a significant negative. 
“net ef fect on “female history majors! 1969 career: “cholces. This finding: 
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* moderate effects. of ‘soclo-econamic status and. parental achievement 
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‘ significant ‘effects of either family” background or parental 
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_negativ ner effects on prestige of 1969 career @haice for both | 
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character |stics ‘emerged as having) significant effects on. prestige of 


senior career choice. | “Col lege eg effect. was positive, as was” 


the ‘effect of being a junior. Men: seem to ad just* their aspirations 
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‘Table 8. shows the results for female political science majors. 

Th is ts. the only group | for whom there. Is a significant €ffect of: family 
"*, Sontorosonsinic status on the prestige of 1969 career choices. While. 
bogic would suggest that. thisvef fect. should be. positive, that be is. 

. negative qs consistent with: the ‘work of Alexander and Eck! and (1975) who 


that IS,. 3a very limited distribution of occupational aspirations 

| clusterd toward the high. end of the status ladder. Spaeth (1978) has” 
es also drawn a. simi Lar: conclusion, and gone further. to argue that the 
| -probiem of cell.ing effects is made even worse. when the Duncan (1961): 

. prestige scores, are used., No significant effects. appear for parental 
saree or for career values. at entrance. to college: for female. 

: eee), science majors. ) | 
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“There: Is a @ Bigniflcant, positive: net effect of prestige of 
college entrance career. ‘choice on subse quent 1969 careor choice among 
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gol lege selectivity which again. parallels the findings for famalas in 
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‘women! s upper division career. Pe eee a: a 


eos 


ae ; Grades sgath have a sositive effect on: pregtige of 1969 career. 


; \" ~_ cholces. Only career estrangement, of the: Pers al assessments of 
4 Ls * e 


_ college, has a. significant, negative net effect, FS Finding ‘that Ts. also 
* congruent: with previously discussed findings=” The only: 1969. career 
value that was significant, Rael negative, was: _wanting to be well-off 
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. toward becoming well-off financially. Aside from possible ceiling. 


effects of the measures, political: science fay bea major that draws 
women who are less career- ~oriented than in some other fields. 
Predominafti y mate,. political science may be seen as a major where goals - 
_ other than ‘preparing oud a oe status career are. _pur sued by female 
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Table 3 confaive the results for male political science majors. 


- For this group, ‘there: are. no: significant effects on career aspirations 


“of family background, family socialization, or career values held at 
“entrance to- col lege. there is the ‘consistently’ positive net effect of 


career choice. at entrance to college. For this group, ‘however , college 
- selectivity has a negative effect on prestige of 1969 career chotce, | a 


Als Tn ‘accord with Reitz (1975). 


“Departmental normative environment has. no sight leant effects ans 
_ Prestige of male political sclence majors! 1969 career choices. Grades 


" again show positive effects... As was the case for male. history majors, a 
-percéived ‘Impersonal ity. of college. is postively related to career, 


Sep lr ays one» The negative net: effect for career estrangemen™ Is 


, consistent ‘with the ide for ie other ‘majors. There are no effects pe 


of. 1969: career values ee 


7 With: paapact fc Fhe relative Scarian in of each block. OF a. 
variables to the total explained variance In the model, the most- 
important contributors are prestige of coflege entrance career choice 
(358), fol lowed by col lege attatnment. (258) and. personal ‘assessmonts of 
the. col fege. exper lence (218). overall, ‘however, this. mode! explains 
less variance (.127) for male political science majors than for oy of 


| the other major groups studied. 
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in this study, the pr Imary purpose. was to: assess the. joint 


: college on the prestige of career choices. offandergraduates majoring in 


four academic. departments. . The: conceptual ization: presented in the first 


“chapter, rétied heavily on notions’ of ‘the impacts. of parental 
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sclence majors was there a “significant effect of family soc lo-economic 
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} the contribution to total 
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instances the contribution was” less” than Ag. 7 For parental” 


social Ization, significant negative effects ‘On “prestige of 1969 career 


choice appeared on. parentalAsupport for. females majoring im Engtish and 
“history. Again, however , these. varlables tended to contribute only 2-4% 
of the total variance ‘explained. Similarly, values held at ‘entrance. to — 


_ college, while. contributing as much as ‘132: of” total. explained 


| ._Var lance. . Th prestige of 1969 career choice for’ male mathonatles majors, 


4 tended to explain only 6 8h of. vue total var ance ‘across all noire = . 


» ERIC: 


| As anticipated, thé single most Important! ‘predictor of the. 


. prestige of these undergraduates! 1969. cereer chofces was, the prestige 


a 


. “ofethe ¢ career - to’ which they aspired. at eal lege entrance. . Roughly 25% of 

vere “The: total. explained var lance in 1969. career choice was contributed by 

| this variable. lt is interesting ‘to note that caresr preference. at. 

.* | college entranée tonds to correlated wi The parental ‘soclo- stonomic 

status ahd lifestyle, Bae corretat idns dre modest. Hence, the 

- Impacts of parental influences | upon: ‘cal loge students. probably. do. ‘not 
reflect direct transmission of orlentations. In-fact, the findings “for 
“this study suppor the conclusion drawn by Bengston 9K. (369) that the 
family ig! ... an Important mediating, | Ink Th. selecting. ‘or orienting _ | 


i 


2 _ the child to: the. multipie réfergnce groups to which he or she can turn 


for val ve development ina plural istic society. °- ° - ot = 2 


Se. ae Bengston' Ss observation, ,about the role ‘of ‘the fam ty in what 
fas» & “he. calls “social. locatjon" Is accurate, there, is reason, to expect that: 
. charactéristics of the col lege attended, especial ly qual oe and 
| | + normative, as pects, could exert potent social izing aL uences on 
4 > 2 ee undergraduates. For females In each of the four majors, college “qual ty 
| ‘did, In. fact, have a positive. effect on prestige of senior career 
Choice. ry sim bar pattern appeared for men majoring in mathematics’ and 
¥ history, but col lege qual ity had a negative ef fect. on the: career choices 
of political science majors. Junior, cohort effects were oppasie Dn. 
| sign for males (positive) and females. (negative), suggest ing that ‘the | 
tonger the student. is: exposed. to college The. more career aspirations | 


— ~ decrease. for, males and increase for females. - ! : 
2. - ed The ef fects. of the’ normative ét inmates oF ce ee a 
‘Were net particularly striking “in terms of the significance. of. spec! ak os 
i. Indicators. The only significant effect of departmental norms wes. ANG. 
negative one for student \iberal . educat fon norms on restige of female\, A 
. English majors? 1969 career choices. Social re ationships with. 4 
| - departmental, faculty, on the other hand, were le related a P a 
| vine of. senior career choice for males in’ mathematics and history, : 
27 e and females in history. This relative absence of. effe ts for particular : 
| | Indicators of departmental cl imate diso was confirmed. by: Hearn (1978) 7 
However, as was also“the case with Hearn (1978: IN, for. one group of, : 
~-wamen: (histecy majors) more: of the. total explained var.J ance: In. prestiga 


| of 1969 career choice could be. exp|airied by the departiental environment — ~ 


= 


3%) than by any other block of variables. Furthermore, for fomaté: 
_bistory majors, when the contribution ‘of coltege choice was added, the 


“yt t 


a 


7 these two variables contributed 39% of “the total explained var tange tn 
| “presige ‘of 1969. career choices among female mathematics majors. 
ae -Cieardy, in this major: academic, _per formance has a substantial effect. on | 
a “career aspirations. Qt. women, ‘Siniflar. Aladings wpre. obtained: for, males: 


Ba ve ws 
tow 
‘ . 


: 


a ‘ * 


“total institutional: ‘contribution to the ‘explained variance in 1969 
career ag was 52g! =. - . 


2 _ Of the coblege attainment vat iables, ‘grades were a “significant 
. positive influence’ "On: prestige of 1969. career cholte for all’ 
undergraduates in. thé study. This As” tha: expected finding, . since 


“movement into the advanced ‘study required for access to most high status 


professional careers Is dependent upon good academic performance” Ine 


‘goltege.. Extra-curricular attainment had a negative effect on career 


aspirations, except for female English majors. Taken together, however, 


Tn English and- political science, where these varfables. contributed: 29% 
“and 25%,° respectively, ‘of the total explained var tance in career 
“asp rations. _ aon 7 ! oS so ie ae AN: | | 


wo ses * 


OF the “personal assessments of college, the one. that. was most 
“consistently related to career. ‘aspirations was career estrangement and. 
“its. effect was: negative: as’ would be expected... For: matés in: history ahd. 
“potitteat: science, percelved Impersonal ity, of ‘bot lege was ‘positively’. 
ie, rel ated. to. prestige of. 1969. career choice. . These two. groups. also showed . 
the- Jargest proportion of. ‘explalaed var fance in: ‘career aspirations. 
"attributable! to personal: assessments of, college: - FS for male Astory > 
ae majors, and. 212. for mal e- political science majors. The Targest oe 
» contr but fon, of this block’ ‘OF variables. ‘to. The: ‘exp tained var lance eae 


: “career. as pirations appeared for ‘female Engi ish ‘majors. 2B | 


oS we “Final-ly,. 1969 career walues accounted. efor. 10- 15%, of. the tae 
explained: wvarlance, tn prestige of 1969 career choice, ACTOSS the entire 2, 
os group. of: ‘Tespondonts,. exdept, for: ‘males: In. Eng Pa | 
THT. fin ing. Is” ‘somewhat at odds with’ ‘Mortimer and. borence (1979) Who. 

Find, Bénlorivalues, of & ‘Sample of. University, of Michigan male graduates: ae 
on to be strongly related. both te.career chal ice and tater- career values,” i 
The Michigan students Wore not classified cby” major, however 5, BO: ‘any. 


ne aad 
~ 


wt. 
Fy og pene get fe a,” GER ee 


and, political: sclence.  °"* 


. Be 


~t 


* 


departmental ‘at iets on vofuds iu not be totiected tn the’ Michigan 
study. Especially for women | in ‘the present research, being oriented 
| toward becaming an’ expert in'a. Special field had’ a positive net effect. 
sin 1969 career aspirations. a oh , 


XN - 


- ‘, One other. observation is In order hove: The model developed. in’ 

“Me | present research for examining “parental and college impacts. on. 

| undergraduates! career. choices contributed only” modestly. to the 
: ‘explained variance of career “aspirations (ranging from. .127 for male 
_ political: science majors to 240 for male English majors. and female 
history majors) +. However, this s in. line with other ‘studies of col lege, 
_ in particular Alwin- (1974, 1976), 


= whose models” contribute explained variances of roughly «. 2 to ode 
t 


effects on occupational. attainne 


ss . ; % ‘ . 
“Te s ae oe . = . = - ‘ “se Wet 7 ‘ . « 


| ‘imp Licatlons - Soa ee . i 


~, id bg . . . = . “ + 
Thy le oe «ft moran ahead . Sy a : ws 
f 4 ys : ‘ . 


‘Gontrary. to some of the rebearch: ‘On- erent soc Tat ization of? 7 
“cal lege students; especial ly Winch and Speen (1974), the. present study _ 
. |. showed: very limited persisting. inf luetices of parental social izption on 
= 7 : “changes: in the career or lentations and aspirations. of cof rege students. 
~ Looking ‘at the correlations between. parental | life style ‘and career. : 
sortentations at ‘col Lege entrance does. affirm. the: tindings. of strong” 
parental Influences: on career “ortentations: of adolescents in. the cross- 
cultural work of Kandel and Lesser. (1972). The findings from the 
Tides research suggest that parents become fess and less Important 
an “Influences rad the career orientations. of thelr offspring as they move 7 
a “away from the overall supervision of the fami ly and Into col lege. on . 


a 


= ‘ The present study did earth. some rather striking effects of 


ey 


colleges: ‘on ‘career. aspirations, eSpecial ly for. female history majors 
“(52% of total. expt dined var lance) -and male mathematics. majors (30% of 


ee = total exp tairied var dance) .~-Fhese findings. are-at-odds with - studies. DY eet moan 
a a “Alwin) (1976) and: Bachman, ot. al. (1978) who find very small not effects 

oe of ool heges | on career attainment: Neither one of. these studies. ‘emp! oyed 

ce ” Other than. school-level variables. Tn thelr assessments of col lege | 

i oO affects: - In. the ‘present research, ‘the, ‘college effects were attr Tbutable 

| i “primarily: to col tege seloctivity and social relationships: with 

Peo rs - . ; 49 30 

an ee be” | 8 


a . 4 iY igh. J. gs Nea“ % S-Mga 4s toss . 7 ae me ger fae eae a : 


we Co eee <r re 
departmental faculty. With Fespect to the Impacts of college 
A selectivity, the ‘strong positive effect for females: affirms ‘the. findings” . 
of Bassis C1977), and Drew and ‘Astin. (1972). For mates, ‘however, - 
selectivity. has a significant net ef fect only for mathematics: (positive) - 

and. political. “sclence (negative) majors. This negative ‘effect adds, a 
bs to the fire of the- controversy: over the: effects of col lege quar: ity ‘on. 
*. aspirations since: it is in accord with the’ findings of. Reitz (1975), but 
* “IR opposition to the. findings of. Bassis (1977) ‘and Dr ew and Astin. 
G9T2). ° What seas clear. in this, regard, however, is that. institutional - 
_ effects on: ¢areer aspirations: do vary Le The undergradiatet s aeeeene 2. 
S sore “tha jor and Bex. | ; 


; ae tn addition, it ‘pient. aiso be laferred: ff these findings about 
“the ‘effects of. Institutional qual ity that the asSwrtions about the 
_ Iniportant status-conferring capacity of the” institutional “oharter™ 
" Meyer, 1970, 1972, 1977) are: ‘indiréetly affirmed, though the: charter" : 
“Is ‘conceived as being more a function.of . sectetarty perceived 


institutional mission than of student, selectivity. 


we 


+" 


/ ; 3 4, have important influences: on career matters. of undergraduates agree with 
o_o other research, notably Wilson, et. al. (1975) and Hearn (1978). 

ae “However, the relative absence of formative lmpacts of dcadémic’ 
_ departments is somewhat disappointing In*v jew of my earlier findings to. 

2 the conifary, for graduates! career values (Weidman, 1974a, 1979) « | 
"Because doing a 


© fer jation in norms for students Ina given major, it: stands: to reason ~ 


lyses by department reduces considerably. the. 


‘The findings that Soctal. relattonships vith depar tnientl vec 


that any effects due to this restricted variation of normative climate _ 


measures’ In the same departments ‘(but across institutions) would “be 

minimal. ‘There Ts, of: course, a trade-off here. For the present 

" research J was primarily interésted-in looking at differences by sex in 
future research fo probe more systematical ly than The data at hand: al low 

for the dimensions agg disc tipi inary. differences in- the structure, of: 

¥ undergraduate: studies or other. programmatic aspects that. might. reflect: 
more accurately the normative variati ion across acadeinic. departments, 


ee is. striking that’ The Ohierrex vane. of female undergraduates - 


CERIC. to BT | | 


Impacts” of ‘major ‘departments. (Certainly, AP would be desir able for 8. a 


| toward boceming an expert in a “tleld have. a consistently: positive nod 
“ ce ard effect on thelr career’ ‘aspirations. This. suggests: that those | women . who 


“orientat fons -toward cabeer success “also tend to aspire to high status. 
-ecareers. It ds. Interesting to note. in this regard, that. the. negative. oe 


career ‘aspirations downward dur ing, col lege. eg _ 


* 
« 


“Contrary to my previous findings for departmental impacts on 


4 j career values which, suggested that women are influenced more: than: men. by 


buktd confidence: in thensel ves during: college; especial ly through : 
academic rather: than -extra~ currfcufar. attainments, and develop. 


‘effect of junior | cohort, on career aspirations of women fn Two of, these 
_.majors suggests that femaTes, tend to od just thelr asIrations upward . 
~ during college. while ‘certain of their mate counter parts - rend To adjust . 


wale? social relations hips with departmental faculty, the. present ah Se 
on 


Fo : virtually NO Sex differences on: this dimension in its’ impact. areer 


se “\aspirations.— Institutional charactéristics appear to have even a bit. 


_ more Important influence: ‘for women eocaseas ly history majors) than for 


men in. the four departments. included Tn. the present research. ‘These’ 


tee 


_ career development” process, ' a 


oy - Also of. interest. is the’ finding that while the. effects of. sscil 


‘Fétattonships: owl th departmental. faculty: on women's career aspirations — ae 


“findings underscore the impor tance of col raga: and. major choice in the 


tend to be positive, the: effects of peer norms for women in English are* 


e negative. Apparently; those women who: emphasize relationships with 


es oo . peers and extra- curricular attainment, tend to aspire to Lower prestige. 


eccupations than their counterparts | who gmphas ize Pale with 


appeal tal faculty and curricular ‘attainments, 


: 4 . af rand on 
go E ” ; . . ‘ .. ee Ses 


. The e etfects on / women! s career aspirations must, however, bes. 


a 


. able ultimately to fulfill their aspirations... According. to: Soscen, 


- Hi 449775 206)5 aoe ee compared: with men, “women showed” ‘greater instab ry ty” Seas 


» 


In occupational ‘expectations, ‘reaped. lesser returns in occupational 


“status from investnents in advanced education, and were less likely to. 


peal ize thelr “oecupat Iona expectations." 


oh: 

cere ‘, 

ere LS rye 
apt vee 


Interpréted cautiously singe women tend. to be loss. likely than. men | ta: be. 


‘- 


. In sum, the. present research demonstrates the Taerenee: of . 


hs looking at var lous subunits in. colleges and. assess ing the- effects of © 


“a - : 7 7 igi . UES ak s . 3 “a 
. ; 7 . oo = ay ee eS eo 7 ‘ aa 


# ce 


ERIC | cs. 


any 


. + peopte; Tdeas,. data, ‘or “things? that® are atso important dimensions Ghia a: cee 


| ". needed™ wriich would include. majors ‘some of ‘the currently more. popular 


a rr 


o” 


those counts on students of both sexes ‘separately. < should ‘be 
remembered, however, that the present. study is’ restricted. to 


_ undergraduates majoring Pn only: four traditional | liberal arts 
departments. * [n order to. ‘gain ‘a more ‘compfete. understanding of the : 


fletds (especially, business and related fields). and more contemporary 


“cohorts of: col lege students: While the. "Ehr ings’ presented here’ 
~certainiy do pot aiswer- all the questions. thatenl ght be. asked about: 
impacts of .the academic major on. “career aspirations of undergraduates, a 


‘ 


v e 


” Resch is always . Limited by” the shiection of ‘varlabtes,’ the: 


methodology employed, ‘and the nature of. the. ev idence used to. test: the 


. relationships posited among those variables. An important shortcoming 
Of. this. study was the small case base for. the computation of 


broader ‘ange of both normative and interactional variables would be- 


" “desirable for a more rigorous test of the congeptual, position put 


te - cee 


undergr avuate. career socialization process, additional research is - 


‘they do carry the research ant this fopic a.step farther, 9° -* © 4 safe 


oe 7 departmental norms for “undergradubtes majors. Soclometric: data on a> 


_ forward in this study, especial iy~Since. that would enable the: direct, 


 tabher than. inferred, ‘Linking of “Specific. narm senders with 
acer outcomes. ne addition, it would alfow fhe direct 


content ‘of anid sentiment exchanged in soctal interaction with 
<dopartiiantat faculty: and peers (Hearn,. 1978; Lacy, 1978) ., 


tt must also be remembered that this” study. of undergraduate 


: career development dealt only with occupational status aspirations. 
There. are other, non- -vertical dimensions of occupations such as. 


semproyment setting (e. Ge» public agency, corporation, independent 
"practice, and smal | busi ness)zor- Oe, of activities. (e.g., work Ing with 


_ occupational. attainment (Mortimer: and Lorence,: 1979); Certainly, for 
. the present research It could be argued that the negative fet effect of 


and “history. majors simply reflects parental ‘einphases on such non- 


. 


vertical dimensions: of occupations | as peeecnall: ful 41 Iment and the 


7 speci fication of an important determinant of soctal izing ‘Impacts, the. ce 


parental. support on tho career prestige aspirations. of, female English: - 


“selection: of Garcers. that are iost appropriate. ferric. personal 


: - : ees 


Interests and abilities of those women, regardless of. the ‘career''s 


stajus. a * S ; “e 


“The peveaatnd: suggests that future ree should be designed 


+o Incorporate estimates of parental and. campus influences on both. - . 


ae vertical and non-vertical- dimensions of careers, especial ly Since igi 


appears that: normative contexts at College’ seem to affect. 


"under graduates' | values. much more . than their career status aspirations. 
-. Other studies might build on this one by focusing on single institutions 


where. detatied soclometr ic data could be obtained to. supp! ement the data 


oa survey Instrunant 7 and by paying closer attention to non~ -vertical 


—dime sions of careers. 


“Synthesizing: results. from several Sua smal | 
stu Les could help: to expand and clarify the ‘Interprefations of 
undergraduate career development set forth in the present. quays 


“ 
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a“ _ 2p "They kept: pushing: mer to da my. best. in everything! (average response 


at “PARSTYLE, “parental : ite style, was. a. factor scale a “ftyer ions ‘ 
With. oe Instructions, : in general, re would characterize my parents. 
as:," and response ‘options ‘of. ¥. Not at call; 2. ‘Somewhat ; and 3: Very: 
“much. SO « Items » with thelr factor: weights in parentheses; Were: 
. Interested. in Jntel Iegtual pursults(, 834); "tnterested in. cultural 
“pursul ts" 1819); "Rel ighous"( .153),. “interested in’ cece cine 
"Financial ly comfor tab Le" (.537) « <A % : 
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Pe, Po, FHELPOTH, “HELPOTH; FXPRIFLD, XPRTFLD, FWELLOFF , and WELL OFF are 
» Sihgle-ttem indicators of occupational values that appeared on both the . 
freshman. ‘and 1969 questionnaires. | instructions: for these Items were: 
"Indicate, shy Importance to you persona! ly of sae) of the following: ry ee 
“~and- response “options” “were ce “Not “important ;. "O Somewhat important; an 
‘Si Very important 5 and’ 4. Essential. The items wore, respectivelyt. 
“Hal ping. others who are in difficuityy" "Becoming an authority on a 
special “sub ject in my subject fleldy' and. "Being Mery yell-off 


Sa financially." ee ee ee 


"PF JBCRER was the Bunean (1961) prestige score: ae the fres hman . 
| ‘occupational choice. “JOBCRER, the dependent variable used In the data 
aoe analysis, was. the. Duncan pres stige score. of the: 1969 occupational, choice. 
“Because, the categories of occupations inctuded fn. the: freshman and = 1969 
‘questionnaires were nee exactly ae, same; the eae caregorte were : 
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; “necoded to conform to: the. 1969 cdtegories before prestige scores wore 
7 — assigned.” — _ eae 


| - COLQUAL, the ACE” ‘co! lege: sd tect tv ity Index, was. ‘pased’ on 
| “whit fonal Marit Scholar Selectivity" from Astin 41965). Scores.on. this, 
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= _Indox. plane from: = (Lowy to 7 (High). _ & rs : Se VO ge oo 
. 7 JUNIOR was. a “dummy variable wit a. score. of 1. asstgned to. ali> 
ons - - “respondents who éntered college in the fall of 1967, “and a. zero assigned, 
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“to: alt ‘Pespondeirts who entered, college. in the falt of 1966 - we oe aes: 


. - PEERNORM and FACNORM, “the indicators ‘Used Yor Both departnentat: 7 | ve. —_ 
z faculty: and student liberal education norms was based on a single tem: 2 oe 
appearing: In. both the faculty and undergraduate surveys condittéd in. os 
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ae 1969: “Undergraduate education in Amer ica. would. be improved if thére ; 


| tel s emphasis on. special ized training and more on broad liberal 
i. a 7 educat an.” Scorés for individuals could. range from one ("strongly _ 
i disagree") to four “strongly agree") . Each respondent was assignod— the ~ rs 

“average. score: for his department on both of these vai ab tes. . aes 


‘PEERTIES, primary social relationships. with. college peers. In the . 
‘same major as the respondent, was a: Guttman scale (Reproducib i! ity= O15 


~Scalabifity=.58) with one po tit assigned as. fol lows to. each of three: Oe 
ftems: HOF your close. friends, what proportion are — at your = ; ao aes | 
cof lege?" GALE; ‘ your close friends at your col ge only,’ what : 
ah proportion are diving | in the same building as your" “‘CMostt! and WALLIN): 
: a and "Of your close frjonds at’ your college only, what ie ai Na are’ An. 
a | ~your’ major. field?” (HN few," "Most," and "Al I"). ‘ ea 


eye ate a 8 oe aa Poe -FACTIES, primary. social refatlonships with faculty in the: major 
3, ‘fleld, was a Guttman. scale’ ‘(Reprodic 1b} 44y44875 Scalabli itys..66)- AT, ta a 
- . ‘score of ond assigned, to every "Yes" resfonse to each of\ four Items" with, . 
© tho stub, “Is there any proféss sor’ in. your major field a} college with 
| whom’ yous" "Ever talk about personal matters;" cia discuss other - 


~~. topics of ‘intellectual “interest; 3" "Often discuss. topics. In his, fields" 
"and "Somat ines engage In soc fal. conversation." 


- GPA: was. the self-reported 1969 eumul at. ive grade point aver ago of 
eS. ce@acgh respondent. Categor 1es were scored oe ons ("C-" or below") to 
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without | a specific career” in mind." ~~ : - a 


COL INVLY; involvement in the. formal college extra-curriculum, 


ot some col lege organization" 8A few times, a month, we "Once or. twice a 
week," and "Noar ly every, day"); ‘and. Which of the. fol Towing experiences’ 
~ applies to you “since enter ing. col tege {Mark all‘that apply. y n tiWorked ' 


os ‘COLINPER, peFcetved “Inpecsandkty of colleges! was a ‘Gutthan 7 
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scale. (Reproducib ti ity=. 833. ‘ScatabLlity=. 61). with: a score “af one 
© MAnswer™ each of the fol lowing: as you think: tt applies. to yous" wae felt. 


| *nynbers in a book'';" and atplotics are ‘overemphasized. " 


“ANTICRER, carer “estrangement, was. a Guttman. ‘seate 
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" COLSATIS,. satisfaction with college, is a factor scale of items 


“with: the. sTub, "How satTSfied are you | with the following at your 


college?" — .Résponse options were: 1, Very dissatistied, 26 Dissatisfied, 


Student relations® ( 678" ; "The, quality of classroom instruction" 


| ie? 6125)5 “Sthe ‘variety of courses ‘| can take" (.609); ‘"riendshl ps With — 
i other students! 365), and “The administration” (628). | 


fea | 4 
“EFFECTIV, porcelved effectiveness of the collego in facilitating 

the: attainment of personal goals, was based on a simple sum of ‘responses: 
“to four items. These items were ‘factor andyzed and the foadings were 


- virguelly Ident ical . Respondents were asked to indicate on a a three- 
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“Was a oo scate (Reproduc ib ll ity=.915 Scalabllity=.62) with one 
» point assigned for. “the following ‘responses to each of. four. items: How. 7 
often, on’ an. “aver ages. ‘do your", "Participate, in studént. government” 


“tn a. cal lege political campaign" Pyoet) and. "Woted _ a student : 
"| election”: ores"). ne pees 


“assigned to. a ‘Fesponse of. "Yes" on each of three items With the stub, 


“tRapreducth ity Qh ScalabilIty=.63) ‘with a score. of one. “assigned: for™ | 
-. ‘Fesponses of: WAgree with reservations". or “Strongly agree to "1 cannot 
- dmaging. being: ‘happy Jn any of- the Careers avail arte: to mez" and 
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"once or ‘twice 3. week"! and "Near by every, day") 5 and- “Attend a meet )ng ae 


too 


" Nost! when | first came. ‘to the campus - SIN st ‘students are treated Fike ee 


oMPFobabt y" or “Definitely? ‘to "Never have a career at ari" and "Graduate aah co eet 


cue. Satisfied, and. 4s Nery. Satisfied. items Included” Ln pdpe- scale. “pith. . Sip toes 
* their factor weights In parentheses were: "Tho college's. academic 
— reputation ts 649) 5 "The. Intellectual env tronment" (.761); "Faculty/ 
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